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| 29.12.2006 



Applicant 
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Communication pursuant to Article 96(2) EPC 

not rectified the application may be refused pursuant to Article 97(1) EPC. 

Yeu are invited to file your observations and insofar as the deficiencies are such as to be rectifiabie. to 
correct the indicated deficiencies within a period 

of 4 months 

from the notification of this communication, this period being computed in accordance with Rules 78(2) 
and 83(2) and (4) EPC. 

One set of amendments to the description, claims and drawings is to be filed wrthin the said period on 
separate sheets (Rule 36(1) EPC). 

Failure to comply with this invitation in due time wiH result in the application being deemed to be 
withdrawn (Article 96(3) EPC). 




Noli, Joachim 

Primary Examiner 

for the Examining Division 

Enclosure(s): 6 page& reasons (Form 2906) 



Registered Letter 



„„ 07 I!...-' TO... «^"Tn. Wu.. OS9759386y 



Beschoid/ProtokoH (Anlago) Comr 



£*MN*.: 04 004 089.1 



DatB 



The examination is being 



carried out on the following application documents: 



Description, Pages 

12Q as originally tiled 



Claims, Numbers Q Q 20Q6 with letter of 2B.09.2006 

^ 5 received on w ' 



Drawings, Sheets 

1/7 . 7/7 asongmallyfilod 



1 References 

,„ «. eommun.sa.ion re.er.nee is made te the foUowing off.eia. commun.eat.ons, 
letters of response and documents 

1.1 Official communications ^ t , i7r vco 006 
d : Official communications dated 1 7.05.200b 

12 Letter of response 
" L 1: Letter of response dated 28.09.2006 

1 3 Documents 

*&*D1 : WO 01/42894 A (AXIS AB; LARS SON, OLOF; FAGERBERG, LENNART) 14 
t^ H 0, S^kUsH, MASAH.RO, . Mev «. -> 

2 Summary 

2 , .ndepeneen. Cairns 1 , 3-4 are no, dear in the sense o. Art.Ce 84 EPC (see point 3 
below). ■ 
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2.2 Independent claims 1 , 3-4 are not inventive in the sense of Article 56 EPC (see 

Z^r^e. as suggested in point 4.6 below then ^^^^ 

. - *w «f Article 54 EPC and nventive in the sense of 

might be novel in the sense of Article trv a 

Article 56 EPC. 
3 clarity and conciseness of the claims 

3 1 All clarity objections raised in point 3 of communication C1 are maintained 

1^ - ^ description and hence does not meet 

the requirements of Article 83 EPC. 

which should be specified as dependent claims. 

3 3 Claims 1 and 4 do not meet the requirements of Article 84 EPC in that the difference 
Sen the features "identification information; and ^ahdenMcafon 
information- can not be established in terms of its techn.cal features. 

3 4 According to the requirements of Rule 32(2)(i) EPC the same feature shall be » 

dented by the same reference sign throughout the application. Th,s requirement ,s 

2 by'claim 1 because me same reference sign "30d- denotes both the 
■information storage means- and the -inquiry signal transm.ss.on means . _ 

4 inventive step of independent claim 1 

4.1 As far as this claim could be understood despite the clarity objections raised in points 
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CalT 2 9.1?- -'-006 ^ 3 Dun™*.* 

3,-3.3 above, document D1 is regarded , <*. 

subjec.-r.atteromo^ dieses, * of the claim is se, in 

*, Hbmrtfen managemen, vastus (page 13, line 7-15 end figure 1(200), 
*n stow r»rn£? Z - 

klnds_of goods: _ docume nts to be retrieved (page 16. line 

^30,;tnd°,den,,. te a,ion intomtation c. the output dev,ce 

(page 19, line 2-24). n+ruit r&auest of information 

oufpuf requesf receiving means, Hocr , it o the obiections raised in points 

vicinity of the ^.^^^ ^ -« 

(F4) KSS^ - e 1 * ,lne 34 - 35 and " 

(F5) in^L^on ^i ir ^zii^^i^ 

5(218)) for znaiyzim image data transmitted ^ g and f 

1 e line 30-35) /n response to sa/o* Jhqufty s/gna/ (page 23, line d » anc ig 
16, line J3j »' . ^ _ w _ tja roceivina means, and for 

♦„„ onrf received ' by said image data receiving 

CPS, ^^^^ w "-* ffc,ff ""* ,< • 
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. ' ..' ', Min ,'i BS fAnnf'xi NotHleation/Proces-verbal (Annexe) 

Be^heid/Prctotcd. (Anlacj*) Ccmmun.cbortfM.nutes (Art,.*.*) 

ST 2 9.12.200 6 »— <• Oamantf.-W 

■nn.mAi. acou/red by said Identification information acquisition means into 
ZaTiTJwZ^nZormation (page 23, lino 17-19 and figure 11, step , 934); 
r ™ retrieval means for retrieving information relevant to said output 

(F7) ,nfomato "™"° ... , 7., 9 and figuro 1 1 , step 934) from said information 
" page 1 6 ,V n : 18-27 L figure 5 (230» based upon** g ,obal. 
tJfication information convened by said convening means (page 23, Una 1 7 

C ZrZ^aTouLt apparatus retrieved by said output destination ,nformat,on 
TriZlZTs.TuU>ng me information to said particular output apparatus 
(page 23, line 19-35 and figure 1 1 . steps 936-940). 

whereas in D1 it is retrieved from a database. 

The objective technical probiem .0 be solved by the above difference is to provide 
an alternative output device identification. 

Since the output device of D1 are identified automatically (D1 . page 20 line 25-29) 
Q nH m identifies the output devices automatically. 

matter of this claim. 

Therefore, the subject-matter o, claim 1 is no, inventive und thus no, allowable^ 
sense of Articles 52(1 ) and 56 EPC. 



4.3 



4.4 



4.6 



twi C Maim was amended to overcome the objections raised in point 3 
^ZTJJ^ZI ^ZZ^ par. o, the claim how the identification 
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number of an output device is extracted from the image of the output dev.ce and that 
both images are transferred together as defined in claims 3 or 5 then such an 
amended claim might be novel in the sense of Article 54 EPC and ,nvent,ve in 
the sense of Article 56 EPC. 

5. inventive step of independent claims 3 and 4 

All objections, conclusions and suggestions for apparatus claim 1 apply 
accordingly to independent method claim 3 which only contains method steps 
corresponding to the features of claim 1 . 

6. Inventive step of dependent claims 2 and 5 

All objections, conclusions and suggestions for apparatus claim 1 apply 
accordingly to these claims. 

7. The applicant should also note the following: 

7 1 In the further prosecution of the application, failure to file an amended set of claims 
which complies with Rule 29(2) EPC. or to submit convincing arguments as to why 
the current set of claims does in fact comply with these provisions, may lead to 
refusal of the application under Article 97(1) EPC. 

7 2 Independent claims 1 and 3 are not in the two-part form in accordance with Rule 
* 29(1 ) EPC, which in the present case would be appropriate, with those features FT - 
F4 and F6-F8 known in combination from the prior art (document D1) being placed ,n 
the preamble (Rule 29(1 )(a) EPC) and with the remaining features F6 being included 
in the characterising part (Rule 29(1 )(b) EPC). Independent claims 1 and 3 should 
therefore be redrafted accordingly. 

7.3 Claims 1 and 3 should be redrafted to overcome the objections raised in point 3 
above. 

7.4 When filing amended claims the applicant should at the same time bring the 



LPQ form 2306 0I.DIC5X 



05 Jan 07 11 



: 34FI Grosse Bockhorni Schuin. 




BRscheid^Protokoil {A/iUi^a) 



D at vim _ _ _ _ _ 

un* 2 9.12.^0 06 

UCUt! 



C ammunition/Minute* (Ann**) 



EUntt 



NotificatiorVProces-verbal (Annax**) 



Anmf»ldffNr.; 

.Appticatkwi no.: 04 004 08D.1 
Pomurrtlu n*-. 



description into conformity with the amended claims. Care should be taken during 
revision, especially of the introductory portion and any statements of problem or 
advantage, not to add subject-matter which extends beyond the content of the 
application as originally filed (Article 123(2) EPC). 

7.5 To meet the requirements of Rule 27(1 )(b) EPC, the documents D1-D2 should be 
identified in the description and their relevant contents should be indicated. The 
applicant should ensure that it is clear from the description which features of the 
subject-matter of independent claims 1 and 3 are known from the document D1- 
D2. 

7i6 T he vague and imprecise statements in the description (paragraph 70 and 80) implies 
that the subject-matter for which protection is sought may be different to that defined 
by the claims. thereby resulting in lack of clarity of the claims (Article 84 EPC) when 
used to interpret them (see the Guidelines, C-lll, 4.3a). These statements should 
therefore be amended to remove this inconsistency. 

7.7 In the further procedure, Article 123(1) EPC and Rule 86(3) EPC will be strictly 
applied: the next submission is the last possibility for the applicant to overcome the 
objections above. 

Admissibility of further new sets of claims under Rule 86(3) EPC will be subject to the 
compliance, "prima facie", to Rule 29(2) EPC (see point 3.2 above), Rule 29(5) EPC, 
to Article 123(2) EPC, Article 84 EPC (see point 3 above) and finally to Rules 
29(1)/27(1)(b) EPC (see points 6.2 and 6.5 above). 

7.8 Any changes made when amending the claims, the description or the drawing 
should be clearly identified and marked as changed and/or amended. 
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